The Food & Fitness (F&F) 
Current models of community health draw from ecology (Fielding, Teutsch, & Breslow, 2010; Institute of Medicine 2003) and propose that health is markedly influenced by conditions in the environment that affect opportunities for health. Addressing these upstream "causes of causes" (rose, 2008) involves awareness of the established systems and policies in place and consideration of the complexities of how systems operate ("using a Systems Approach to Achieve Impact and Sustain results," pp. 15S-23S, this issue). When we focus on the drivers of health, we find that the principal determinants are economic and social conditions, which affect conditions such as housing stability, food security, safety, access to transportation, and other infrastructures in neighborhoods (House et al., 1994;  national Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2016; Williams, 1990 Williams, , 1997 . In communities with inequities these conditions are often related to disinvestment that takes place and that is often due to racial discrimination (Borrell, Kiefe, Williams, Diezroux, & Gordon-Larsen, 2006; Lewis, Cogburn, & Williams, 2015; Williams & Mohammed, 2009 ).
The Food & Fitness (F&F) community partnerships, funded by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation (WKKF) from 2007 to 2016, were established to create communitydetermined change in the conditions that affect health and health equity in neighborhoods ("Food & Fitness: Lessons Learned for Funders," pp. 9S-14S, this issue). WKKF technical assistance providers from PolicyLink (2018) provided a starting definition for equity in this work and encouraged the F&F sites to develop and adopt a working definition specific to their needs and context ("Prioritizing racial Equity: How Efforts to Advance racial Equity Helped Shape the W.K. Kellogg Food & Fitness Initiative," pp. 24S-33S, this issue). The starting definition for equity is Equity is just and fair inclusion. An equitable society is one in which all can participate and prosper. The goals of equity must be to create conditions that allow all to reach their full potential. In short, equity creates a path from hope to change.
The focus of the work has been to increase access to locally grown good food (food that is healthy, sustainable, fair, and affordable), and safe places for physical activity for children and families in communities with inequities across the united States through changes in policies, community infrastructure, and systems at the local level. The F&F community partnerships and the design of the cross-site evaluation are described in more depth elsewhere (Lachance, Carpenter, Emery, & Luluquisen, 2014; Lachance et al., 2014) .
Along with a systems approach as described by Zurcher, Mansfield, and Jensen ("using a Systems Approach to Achieve Impact and Sustain results," pp. 15S-23S, this issue), the F&F work was shaped by a socioecological framework (richards, Potvin, Kishchuk, Prlic, & Green, 1996; Stokols, 1996) . The socioecological model addresses the multiple levels of influence that affect health behavior and ultimately health outcomes, including intra-and interpersonal factors, community and organizational factors, and public policies. Local policy change addresses a key component of the broad socioecological perspective through environmental changes in schools, neighborhoods, community networks, and other power structures that can positively or negatively affect health behavior Minkler, 1999) . These environmental changes in local policies and infrastructure provide opportunities for healthier choices.
> > MetHods
Systems and policy changes were documented in two ways throughout the F&F work. Efforts related to change in community food, school food, and the active living/built environment were tracked, and both processes and outcomes related to these efforts were reported over time.
Documentation of efforts included collection of strategies, tactics, and linkages formed to achieve change, and factors that helped and hindered the work. In addition, a collaboratively designed systems and policy change tool (see Supplemental Appendix 1, available in the online version of this article) provided a means to collect information about the phase of change for each effort as (1) beginning; (2) proposed plan drafted or introduced; (3) adoption by the decision-making body; (4) implementation, including budget appropriations and other evidence of built capacity; or (5) maintenance/enforcement. Because the F&F community partnerships focused on increasing equity, efforts to increase access to and affordability of healthy, locally grown food and safe places for physical activity for children and families in the community take place in neighborhoods that are most burdened or traditionally overlooked. Another aspect of equity measured was increased capacity in the community to include the voices of conventionally unheard residents and to develop leadership and advocacy skills so that residents could become the decision makers.
Partnerships used comparable methods for collecting data using the tracking tool that included documenting information on an ongoing basis; consulting with the partnership leadership, partners, and other stakeholders; and providing multiple opportunities for partnership members to contribute information and respond to data being reported. These methods were collaboratively developed and shared across the partnerships during the pilot phase of the cross-site tool design and guided the process for the cross-site evaluation (Lachance et al., 2014) . Examples of systems and policy changes were developed early in the work by the evaluation and technical assistance teams to aid the local policy change process and to help F&F partnerships distinguish between programs and policy-related change (see Supplemental Appendix 2, available in the online version of this article). A set of indicators was developed with combined input from F&F grantees, the evaluation team, the technical assistance team, and the WKKF. The indicators were used throughout the F&F work as guideposts to measure and track the progress of work over the short, intermediate, and long term (see Supplemental Appendix 3, available in the online version of this article).
Partnerships submitted data annually to the university of Michigan Center for Managing Chronic Disease (uM-CMCD). After receiving each set of data, the uM-CMCD team conducted a verification process to make sure information was complete and followedup with each local evaluator individually to finalize the data. This involved several conversations that included partnership leaders and stakeholders.
In addition to the systems and policy tracking data, information from stories of systems and policy change examples submitted annually by the partnerships and grantee annual reports to WKKF were used to extract information about outcomes achieved and strategies that contributed to successful outcomes.
For this analysis, data were extracted from the tracking forms over the entire implementation period (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) and organized by the three main areas of interest: community food, school food, and active living/built environment. Information was managed using nVivo 10 software, and the evaluation team met over several months to further extract and organize information and assure that all outcomes reported were included and represented the work across all F&F partnerships. Many efforts were reported that did not result in policy and systems change outcomes, and these efforts are not addressed here.
The qualitative analysis of outcomes resulted in the emergence of several subcategories within each of the main areas of work. Outcomes and strategies were further organized by these subcategories. Tables were constructed to display both the outcomes achieved and strategies used. Further qualitative analysis was conducted based on the subcategories to uncover examples and quotes from the tracking forms, stories, and reports.
In addition, demographic information was collected related to the citywide, county, or specific zip code areas that were the focus of the work during this 9-year project. This information was critical to the selection of areas where the F&F work needed to concentrate efforts to address changes that would influence equity of access to opportunities for good health for families and children and that would drive the policy and systems changes needed.
> > resuLts
In this section, we include characteristics of the communities where the work took place; the change model that emerged from the work; efforts and changes achieved related to community food, school food, and the active living/built environment; overall factors in the community that helped or hindered the work of the partnerships; and a depiction of the community-determined process for change employed by the partnerships.
Food & Fitness Communities
The F&F Initiative focused its work on six diverse communities in the united States: Boston, MA; Detroit, MI; Holyoke, MA; new york City (Brooklyn Borough); northeastern Iowa; Oakland, CA (Lachance et al., 2014) . These communities were chosen based on the strength of the diversity of partnerships formed in relation to the focus of the work in communities with low resources and disinvestment. Potential F&F communities needed to have evidence of work underway and capacity built to take on a leadership role in this work. Geographic diversity was also considered to provide information across urban, rural, and regional areas. Table 1 presents demographic information about the priority areas within the F&F work from 2016, the final year of implementation. The information collected includes race/ethnicity, mean number of children <5 years, mean number of children <19 years, mean number of total households, mean number of persons below the poverty level, and percent eligibility for free/ reduced-price meals across school districts. All the F&F sites had high rates of people who live below the poverty level. For example, 28.4% of the population in Oakland, CA, and 39.4% of the population in Detroit, MI, have incomes below the poverty level compared with the united States average of 12.7% (Semega, Fontenot, & Kollar, 2017) . In addition, all the F&F sites had high percentages of children eligible for free and reduced lunches, with some of the highest ranging from 72.3% to 78.0% compared to the united States average of 51.8% (u.S. Department of Education, 11205, 11206, 11207, 11208, 11212, 11213,11216, 11221, 11233, 11237 11238, 11211 Counties: Allamakee, Chickasaw, Clayton, Fayette, Howard, Winneshiek Zip codes: 94601, 94603, 94606, 94605, 94613, 94621 race/ethnicity, n (%) race/ethnicity, n (%) race/ethnicity, n (%) The model for change that has emerged from the F&F work is depicted in Figure 1 . The overall goals of the F&F Initiative were to focus on the systems that influence health behaviors and to place children and families at the center of these systems, where the focus of the work would be sustainable systems change through equitable policy change at the local level. There was an understanding from the start that the F&F sites would use a community-determined process to create change in ways that were most meaningful for their own communities. Three primary areas of influence emerged as the communities developed this work: community food, school food, and active living/built environment. F&F partnerships concentrated their efforts within each of these areas.
Community Food. Community food efforts across all the partnerships included work toward strengthening local and regional food systems and working with community market networks to increase neighborhoodbased support for alternative food outlets and community gardens. Partners critical to these efforts included nonprofit community-based organizations, for-profit business, local government organizations, and community residents. Partners provided support in many areas including food-related experience and technical assistance, outreach, surveys, connections to larger networks, buyer support, stewardship, asset creation, facilitation, training in leadership and policy advocacy, grant proposal writing, local food promotion, marketing, and emergency food provision (specific efforts related to F&F community food change and partners critical to these efforts are listed in Supplemental Appendix 4, available in the online version of this article).
The primary community food outcomes achieved in the F&F work were related to (1) building and maintaining local food hubs; (2) building, expanding, and networking farmers markets and mobile markets that reach into prioritized neighborhoods; (3) creating healthy retail and corner stores; and (4) creating urban agriculture and community gardens (Table 2) .
Food Hubs. Creating and working with existing food hubs has been a critical element of changing local food systems in the F&F communities. Food hubs (Wallace Center, 2013) provide the wholesale infrastructure needed to help organizations procure locally and regionally grown foods and act as value-chain facilitators ensuring that all links in the supply chain-from farmers and farmworkers to consumers-benefit from the business model. Infrastructure was needed in the F&F work to create and increase capacity for aggregation, storage, and processing of local foods, and the creation and support of food hubs provided infrastructure. F&F outcomes related to food hubs can be categorized according to infrastructure built, partners, leadership, staff recruited, and policies and certifications established.
Strategies that were most critical to these changes started with efforts toward researching successful food hub models and consulting with experts in the field to identify elements that were important to consider. Because food hubs are highly related to context, the F&F communities took the time to conduct feasibility studies and pilot studies to determine markets and recruit partners early in the process. These efforts included market analysis of potential customers, procurement needs and barriers, supply gaps, analysis of existing aggregation, and regional agriculture, production supply, and capacity. Business, operating, and financial models were then developed based on these feasibility studies with the next steps in the development being the choice of a food hub operator, preferably a social entrepreneur experienced with social enterprise, food distribution, and business development.
Working closely with partners, they could build trust and learn about what was needed to reduce risk, collaborate more fully, and build solid relationships. The F&F partnerships found that it was important to create advisory boards, and manager working groups to guide the decisions and keep the focus on serving prioritized neighborhoods. As they worked with local food distributors to explore the potential for a partnership on the food hub, they found that it was helpful to develop a regional food system learning community to facilitate opportunities and provide technical assistance. The F&F partnerships developed policies about vendors, established purchase agreements with local food producers, and garnered approval to allow for acceptance of benefits through the Supplemental nutrition Assistance Program (SnAP) and electronic benefits transfer (EBT) systems.
Establishment and maintenance of food policy councils, consisting of representatives and stakeholders from multiple sectors of the food system (e.g., antihunger and food justice advocates, educators, nonprofit organizations, concerned citizens, government officials, farmers, grocers, chefs, workers, food processors, and food distributors) were important arenas for F&F partnerships to identify and propose innovative solutions to create sustainable local food systems. Strategy development and discussions that took place through food policy councils emphasized a systems approach to food change that included concerns about local economic development, environmental issues, and food justice.
Farmers markets and mobile markets. Farmers markets and mobile market development is another area • Quality management system implemented.
• Delivery infrastructure created to bring local foods to the places where people are most likely to get their food.
• Local food procurement increased from schools, businesses, and organizations.
• new jobs created for local food production, processing, and storage.
• Food policy councils established and maintained.
• researched successful food hub models and consulted with experts in the field to identify elements that work in similar setting and across settings.
• Conducted feasibility studies on aggregation hubs and small-scale processing facilities to determine markets for local products and guide planning.
• Initiated pilot programs to test strategies, learn, and garner trust with partners while reducing risk for participants.
• Collaborated across sectors, both within and outside the region to create new processing and storage infrastructure and to access existing infrastructure.
• Facilitated a convening of regional food stakeholders to develop a strategic plan for a regional food hub.
• received uSDA Business Development grant funds to purchase a refrigerated truck for food delivery.
"The Food Box Pilot program markets excess local products allowing farmers to overplant and reach new customers.
Workplace food boxes are delivered to 9 workplaces and because the profits cover the cost of delivery, other stops can be made on the same route, including small grocers, schools or other institutions that the hub could not otherwise justify a delivery" (northeast Iowa Food & Fitness).
Partners, leadership, staff recruited
• Advisory board created to link existing and potential food hubs in the region.
• Food hub managers work group established with managers from existing and budding food hubs to meet, receive education, tour facilities, and collaborate.
• Food hub operator selected.
• Local food hub work group established.
• Local food producers and potential buyers recruited into operation.
• recruited producers, representatives from the value chain and community representatives onto the food hub advisory board with the focus on serving populations with inequities.
• Conducted surveys with potential producers and buyers • Worked with local food distributors to explore the potential for a partnership on the food hub.
• Developed a regional food system learning community to facilitate opportunities for aggregation, distribution, and light processing of local foods.
• Participated in the production planning process with local food producers.
Policies and certifications established
• Development and implementation of a vendor policy.
• Purchase agreements established with local food producers and community farming cooperatives.
• Became approved EBT vendor allowing acceptance of SnAP benefits and installation of EBT machines.
• Created methods and technical assistance for Group Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) certification (Food safety certification needs to be addressed before commencing work on food storage, processing, and distribution.) • Food hub coordinator received certification as a Group GAP auditor, allowing food hub staff to provide assistance to local producers directly.
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Type of Outcomes Strategies to Achieve Outcomes
Farmers markets and mobile markets Farmers markets (FMs)
• Expansion of existing markets (no. of vendors, scope of offerings, open times).
• Creation of micromarkets (<5 vendors).
• EBT sales increased at FM for SnAP.
• use and visibility of incentive programs increased (Double up Food Bucks, Bounty Bucks-BBB, Health Bucks, Veg rx, FM Coupons).
• Memorandums of agreement and joint use agreements created between partners to increase and expand markets.
• network created to link markets and coordinate vendors, market days, and technical assistance.
• used Geographic Information Systems to manually map supermarkets and farmers markets to understand the food landscape.
• Conducted direct marketing to consumers to create awareness of incentives.
• Provided technical assistance to FM managers related to permitting, SnAP and incentive programs, event coordination, etc.
• FM managers provided technical assistance to bridge the technology gap that hinders farmers from accepting SnAP with the use of EBT machines.
• Market maps printed in several languages, indicate market location, hours, bus lines, and other pertinent information.
• Bringing culturally relevant food to the markets.
"When the farmers market first opened, vendors were concerned about "selling the truck" at such a new market not guaranteed to get many customers.
A nearby supermarket offered to buy whatever the farmers did not sell, and now the supermarket is sourcing directly from the producers." (new york Food & Fitness)
Mobile markets
• Formal agreements established with farmers markets, farm stands, corner stores, cafes, and other businesses and community-based organizations.
• number of food truck operators, permanent staff, and leadership expanded (e.g., food access coordinator).
• Selection of food offered expanded beyond fruits and vegetables and to year-round operations; expanded hours and days of operation.
• Alternative food currencies accepted (e.g., SnAP, Project Fresh, and food incentive coupons).
• Provided technical assistance to vendors (e.g., building a business model).
• Partnered with incentive program to provide financial support for purchasing fruits and vegetables.
• Connected to institutional events where large groups of people are present.
• Provided shared storage space for vendors.
• Supplied ice to vendors and provided a refrigerated vehicle.
• Provided food demonstrations, tastings, recipes, and nutrition tips, seed packets to consumers.
• By becoming GAP certified, small farms are able to sell to institutions that may require GAP certification of their vendors. Healthy retail and corner stores • MOus established to conduct comprehensive store makeovers.
• Infrastructure changes made within stores (e.g., layout, equipment).
• Environmental health approval process, and city permits obtained for adding prepared food sections in stores.
• Technical assistance provided to store owners, including inventory management with new Point of Sale (POS) system; sourcing local products through new and existing suppliers; deli consultant; pro bono lawyer.
• Developed mutual nondisclosure agreements and written scope of work documents to streamline the process.
• Baseline and quarterly evaluations of stores provided to keep goals on target.
"As store owners learn more about how their healthy renovations will impact the health of their communities, they become more invested in making the changes" (HOPE Collaborative in Oakland).
taBLe 2 (ContInued) (continued) where F&F outcomes were achieved. Partnerships focused on overall accessibility of good food and best ways to bring vegetables, fruits, and other foods into neighborhoods with inequities that lacked easy access to fresh, healthy, low-cost food. Efforts to bring fresh produce into these neighborhoods demonstrated that demand was present. As one site reported, Community members have been really happy with having easy access to fruits and vegetables. The program is feeding people and introducing them to something they have not experienced before . . . it's been said that children are running behind [fresh produce delivery] trucks . . . like ice cream trucks.
Outcomes related to farmers markets encompassed expansion of markets, market days and times, and types of vendors. Two areas of critical results included networking of farmers markets to create continuity of market days and offerings across regions and expansion of EBT sales opportunities and incentive programs that increased affordability of healthy local foods for families with SnAP benefits.
Mobile market expansion in the F&F work included development and expansion of community farm stands, food delivery trucks, produce carts powered by bicycles, cafes, and other businesses and communitybased organizations related to local food access. These changes brought local, healthy foods into the places where people live and work, which increases access. Strategies employed to expand these markets involved mapping existing markets, conducting direct marketing to consumers, providing technical assistance to farmers market managers and vendors, providing shared storage space, and partnering with incentive programs to provide financial support for purchasing produce.
Healthy food retail and corner stores. Outcomes related to local community food change were realized through changes to healthy food retail and corner stores including infrastructure changes (e.g., layout and equipment), prepared food offerings, and amending or adopting city ordinances to allow for these changes. In many cases existing corner stores, which predominantly stocked processed, high-calorie, and low-nutrient foods, were transformed to convenient sources of local healthy foods. Strategies included the development of written scope of work documents, technical assistance to store owners related to inventory management, local food sourcing, and legal services. Ongoing evaluations of these changes helped assess how well the converted store was meeting the needs of the community. Evaluation centered on monitoring product mix, the store environment, sales and finance, jobs, community relations, and community perceptions.
Urban agriculture and community gardens. urban agriculture and community gardens have expanded in number and scope in the F&F communities. Partnerships have established guidelines for community gardens, updated zoning codes and urban agriculture regulations, added heated greenhouses and hoop houses, and created tool banks, where garden tools can be borrowed across community members, to increase access and resources. Strategies employed to move this work forward included conducting listening sessions with community groups around land use and disposition, organizing farm tours to share technology and best practices, and working with city and regional planning departments. Additionally, local champions gained support for policy changes, facilitated farm to business linkages, and launched petitions to demonstrate public support for these changes.
School Food. School food change emerged early on as a priority for the F&F work, as the partnerships found that school settings provided one to two meals in children's days. They quickly realized that infrastructure around school food was lacking, the food was unhealthy, and school wellness policies, although mandated, were not being implemented.
Efforts undertaken across all the F&F partnerships to create changes related to school food began with the formation of school wellness teams that provided leadership and built capacity at the school and school district levels to integrate F&F strategies into school operations through program planning, advocacy, education, resource mapping, fiscal planning, youth engagement, and evaluation support. Partners critical to these efforts included school staff, students, forprofit and nonprofit organizations, and government agencies. These partners provided assistance with school wellness projects and community collaboration, education, outreach, and served as champions for local food purchase in schools (specific efforts related to F&F school food change and partners critical to these efforts are listed in Supplemental Appendix 4). Outcomes related to the F&F work in schools were centered on (1) local food procurement, (2) local food served, and (3) school wellness policy changes (Table 3) .
Local food procurement in schools. F&F partners created infrastructure for procuring local food and increased the amount of local food in school lunches throughout the 9 years of this initiative. Permanent positions were created for Farm to School coordinators to work with schools to expand the capacity for local food procurement. In many cases contracts were established or revised that would create a formal procurement process.
For the competitive proposal process to collect bids from food suppliers, we found that careful attention to the uSDA Food and nutrition Services guidelines and development of specifications related to local food allowed the schools to select a proposal from suppliers that were most advantageous to the program while considering price and other factors critical to the vision for food change. Specifying these parameters also meant clearly defining what was meant by local food, which differed by location and other contextual factors including how the schools and districts were organized and geographical areas of the schools. Along with these considerations, schools needed to provide training and technical assistance to staff related to ordering, inventory, and promoting local foods. In some cases, F&F partnerships found that identifying and working with larger local distributors was a more sustainable strategy than working with smaller producers. In many cases these larger distributors were already serving as established food hubs and were expanding and growing. Across the board, the F&F partnerships served as a connector between schools and producers. Food and nutrition directors in schools were instrumental in this process, ensuring support for the goals of this work and that staff in cafeterias and kitchens also were on board.
Local food served in schools. Changes to menus for school lunches were accomplished by creating smaller scale changes with the intention of scaling up the scope and reach of the program. Piloting the work in smaller environments allowed the partnerships to develop infrastructure, procure food at a realistic percentage of what was actually available, and learn from mistakes. The schools created local lunch days, developed menus that incorporated local fresh foods into school meals, introduced salad bars, created school gardens, and implemented new ways of preparing foods. One of the largest contributors to these menu changes came from the students themselves. Through organized action, students were brought into menu tasting sessions. It was through feedback from these sessions that menus were revised and preparation was altered. For example, one basic but powerful change occurred when students at one school sent feedback about preparations of vegetables such as broccoli and cauliflower: "If you roast it, we will eat it." Other strategies critical to the menu changes for school lunches included the enlisting of FoodCorps and Americorps volunteers to provide support for Food and • Created an infrastructure for procuring local food at the district level (e.g., developed systems for electronic inventory, itemization, and ordering of local food).
• Hired Farm to School coordinator to work with schools to expand capacity for local food procurement and increase the number of school cafeterias serving local food.
• Contract assigned or established for local food (as a separate supplier).
• Increased percentage of local food purchased for school meals.
• Sold produce from the school garden to the school cafeteria.
• Leveraged funding from other sources to increase the amount of locally grown produce procured and served, expand school gardens.
• Produce bid rewritten as an request for proposal for contracting with local vendors for local produce versus basing decision on lowest bid.
• Addressed bids and contracts a year in advance, which allows for ample planning to evaluate current bid specifications and consider ways to include local produce procurement. Also allows for better tracking from which farms products are sourced.
• Provided training and technical assistance related to ordering, inventory, and promoting local foods.
• Identified critical vendors that can deliver local produce to schools.
• Worked with larger distributors who are willing to work with small producers, which is a more sustainable strategy than working directly with local farmers.
• recognized that in order to sustain and institutionalize increases in local procurement, supply and demand needs to change at the same time.
• Supported a regional food system learning community, which assists in nurturing relationships, advances policy successes, and advances the vision of the partnership.
• Partnership served as a connector between schools and local producers in collecting bids for local food procurement, assisting with paperwork and sourcing.
"In order to sustain increases in local procurement we have discovered that it really involves changing students' perceptions of both vegetables and school food in general, as well as altering the institutional culture of FnS. It's about empowering the cafeteria staff to cook from scratch, and to cook from scratch well so that they are excited about ordering, preparing and encouraging students to try these fresh, locally grown vegetables" (Boston Food & Fitness).
Local food served in schools
Changes to menus for school lunches • Created local lunch day of the week.
• School developed regional cycle menus that incorporated local and fresh foods into school meals.
• Introduced and successfully operated salad bars.
• Creation of school gardens.
• Developed and adopted regional cycle menus that incorporated local and fresh foods into school meals.
• Implemented new ways of offering fruits and vegetables during school lunch (e.g., roasting vegetables instead of boiling).
• Built capacity through technical assistance and training school staff on how to order and prepare meals with local produce, through recipes and techniques for preparing produce.
• Enlist FoodCorps, Americorps, and VISTA volunteers to provide support for food and nutritional services (FnS) cafeteria managers.
• Pilot programs to bring local foods into school lunch menu 1 day per week.
• Healthy, local foods were piloted in select cafeterias (e.g., collard greens, mixed green salads, seasonal fruit).
• used outside chop shops and food storage facilities to support food preparation staff.
• Freezing of summer produce from school gardens for use throughout the year.
• Included recipes created by managers into a book when they were well received by students.
• Allowed time during monthly cafeteria managers meeting for a cooking demonstration and tasting of recipes.
• Conducted surveys among school students to receive feedback on school lunch recipes.
• Provided financial support for FoodCorps members.
• Cafeteria coaching teams formed to help during lunch times.
"As the seasonal cycle menu project matures it will allow farmers to plan plantings of fruits and vegetables so their product will be ready on time for the menu" (northeast Iowa Food & Fitness).
(continued)
nutritional Services cafeteria managers and other staff. These volunteers often took on leadership roles and created capacity for the start-up of new programs that would later lead to important outcomes. In one school cafeteria coaches were employed to bridge the gap between food offerings, and the selection and consumption of foods by students. An example of food coaches and FoodCorps volunteers working together was illustrated on a particular lunch day in one school where students were being served small samples of roasted, caramelized parsnips, adding a new vegetable to their repertoire. Infrastructure changes were enacted in all the schools to support the serving of local, healthy food. At the beginning of this work, F&F partnerships were confronted with a system of food preparation in schools that many times consisted of opening cans and reheating already-prepared, plated or factory food. In order to change to local, healthy food offerings, kitchen staff needed to relearn scratch cooking skills and food safety guidelines. Culinary trainings provided this assistance to staff. new equipment was purchased to store fresh food and prepare the food, resulting in working kitchens coming back into the schools.
School wellness policy changes. The F&F partnerships began this work with the knowledge that school wellness policies already existed in all schools across the united States, as mandated by the Federal Child nutrition and WIC reauthorization Act of 2004 (CnA: Child nutrition and WIC reauthorization Act of 2004 Act of , 2004 , part of which required all districts that participate in national school meals programs to have a wellness policy in place by July 2006. However, no federal funds were appropriated to implement the CnA mandate and as a result, the vast majority of school districts did not have the resources needed to implement the new policies. Policies were expected to include nutrition guidelines for all foods available during the day, with the goal of promoting student health and reducing childhood obesity, along with goals for nutrition education, physical activity, and other school-based activities designed to promote student wellness. responsibility for developing these wellness policies is placed at the local level with the expectation of a plan for measuring implementation, including designation of at least one person in the district responsible for oversight. Across the board, in F&F schools, wellness policies were not being consistently
Type of Outcomes Strategies to Achieve Outcomes
Investment in infrastructure to support onsite scratch cooking in schools • new equipment purchased for scratch cooking.
• Orchard planted on school grounds for apples, plums, cherries, pears.
• Provided culinary trainings for staff related to knife skills, food preparation, menu planning, and food safety.
• Built capacity through technical assistance and training school staff on how to order and prepare meals with local produce, through recipes and techniques for preparing produce. School wellness policy changes • Implemented a comprehensive wellness policy in schools.
• Passed and implemented healthy snack/beverage guidelines.
• Health and wellness coordinator hired.
• Added local food procurement language into school wellness policy.
• Food service director and other food staff job descriptions rewritten and approved by the school board to include procuring and incorporating local foods in school menus, scratch cooking, and directing school wellness changes.
• Wellness council formed consisting of principals, teachers, parents, students, community members, food and nutrition services directors, and managers.
• Hosted monthly meetings focused on success stories and capacity building, discussing various topics including new guidelines for school meals.
• Engaged students around local food through taste testings and menu planning.
• Fresh fruit and vegetable coordinator developed homemade soup recipes for students to try, and winning recipe was integrated into the menus.
• Partnered with nonprofit organizations focused on supporting students around creative writing skills to conduct a workshop on radio commercials to promote their favorite fruits and vegetables.
• Conducted trainings on garden based education for teachers and community members.
"School food reform is not separate from school reform; it is part of the basic work we have to do in order to correct systemic injustice, pursue equity, and give our children the best future possible" (HOPE Collaborative in Oakland). implemented. The partnerships quickly realized that these policies needed updating and, more importantly, needed resources and oversight. Changes were made to the wellness policies and health and wellness coordinators were hired to oversee the implementation process. One of the strategies that was most helpful for accomplishing these changes was the formation of wellness councils. It was critical to make sure these councils included principals, teachers, parents, students, food producers, community members, and the food and nutrition directors. regular meetings were put into place to build capacity and focus the work. Local food procurement policies were integrated into these changes, along with structural changes related to opportunities for physical activity, as described further in the next section.
Active Living/Built Environment. Efforts to create opportunities for safe places to be active in communities centered on street layout and infrastructure, especially related to greenways, biking, and smart growth. These long-term efforts are aligned with the Complete Streets initiative (Smart Growth America, 2018) and aimed at making these communities with inequities economically prosperous, socially equitable, and environmentally sustainable places to live. The F&F efforts aimed to create more transportation choices that allowed residents to commute throughout their communities. Efforts at the local level to draft, pass, and implement Complete Streets ordinances took several years in collaboration with city government officials, nonprofit and for-profit community-based organizations, and community members. F&F partnerships also focused on local efforts that later became aligned with Safe routes to Schools (national Center for Safe routes to School, 2018), another national effort that supports local policy change aimed at creating and encouraging walking and biking to school and removing barriers to address safety. These efforts included the creation of rural models for Safe routes to Schools. Transportation, public health and city planning staff, along with schools, law enforcement officers, community groups, and families have been essential partners in these efforts.
Other efforts related to the active living/built environment included policies to incorporate physical activity into the school day in addition to before and after-school programming, development and maintenance of parks and playing fields, earn-a-bike programs, joint use agreements, and community gardens and markets as gathering places. In many cases, the partnerships realized that considerable infrastructure already existed, but was not being fully used. In some cases, efforts prioritized marketing existing spaces, while in others, efforts focused on making unsafe places (e.g., areas with traffic problems, drug activity, poor lighting) safer. F&F partnerships built relationships throughout the community and worked to ensure that health was prioritized by city planning officials. They influenced the city planning process to focus more at the neighborhood level and include more democratic, transparent, and accountable capital fund allocation processes (specific efforts related to F&F active living/built environment change and partners critical to these efforts are listed in Supplemental Appendix 4). Along with outcomes related to these areas of focus, the F&F partnerships have made local changes related to greenways and open space, and creating and supporting a culture of biking. F&F outcomes related the active living/built environment in their communities include (1) Complete Streets initiatives, (2) infrastructure and policy change to support biking, (3) creation and maintenance of greenways and open spaces, (4) Safe routes to Schools change, and (5) the redesign and implementation of school wellness policies (Table 4) .
Complete Streets initiatives.
Complete Streets initiatives in communities work with city government and transportation planners to routinely design and operate the entire right of way to enable safe access for all users, regardless of mode of transportation and including not only automobiles but also pedestrians walking or bicycling, and all forms of public transportation. F&F communities included both urban and rural communities of various geographical sizes, and outcomes related to Complete Streets reflected these different contexts. Across all the F&F communities, outcomes related to Complete Streets efforts constituted the drafting of policies and guidelines, integrating these policies and guidelines into redesign efforts, allocating funding to create the changes, and overseeing the design and redesign efforts. These outcomes were achieved through advocacy and technical assistance trainings on Complete Streets, collecting letters of support from neighborhood organizations, forming alliances between communitybased organizations and city government, establishing neighborhood planning work groups, and working collaboratively across all these groups.
Infrastructure and policy change to support biking. The F&F communities achieved many outcomes related to policy and infrastructure changes to support biking in their communities. Outcomes included installation of bike lanes, cycle tracks, sharrows (lanes painted on streets), parking spaces, bicycle storage, and hubway rental stations. Several sites succeeded in getting funds allocated • Policies implemented to lift restrictions on bikes during peak hours on bus lines.
• Funds allocated and leveraged from DOT, city, (other) to support these infrastructure changes.
• Maps with bike routes created.
• Bike racks installed; bike parking spaces added to parking lots.
• Earn-a-bike programs institutionalized in school and community organizations.
• Collected input from cyclists at biking events to inform bicycle friendly changes to the city's infrastructure.
• Distributed helmets and high-security u-locks to youth.
• Added subscribers to bicyclist rider e-newsletters, which inform readers on current infrastructure projects, innovations, and alerts them to city and state planning meetings in their neighborhood, and other opportunities to influence policy and planning.
• Worked toward the development of a citywide bike network master plan.
• Increased engagement with youth groups and build capacity for their effective leadership at public meetings.
"We've worked with the city to raise the minimum design standards for bike lanes. By creating protected bike lanes-bicyclists both young and old feel safer using them. It's a health initiative. It's a tool for economic development" (Detroit Food & Fitness) .
Greenways and open spaces
• Community parks and open spaces renovated to support safe activity.
• Play street policies enacted.
• Fitness stations and equipment installed along existing recreational trails.
• number of pavilion spaces in parks increased to support community activities.
• Park stewardship programs institutionalized.
• Federal funding leveraged to purchase equipment for school and community playgrounds.
• Transportation Investment Generation
Economic recover (TIGEr) grants received to connect trails to the town from neighborhoods.
• Created a plan to connect parks, trails, and greenways.
• Formed partnerships with statewide trail and greenway alliances that included city staff and community stakeholders.
• Conducted focus groups with community members and youth to gather input regarding the value of parks and green space.
• Created teams to clean up streets for hosting regular block parties.
"The champions of this effort to complete a 26-mile greenway decided to go full force and turn this dream into a reality. Along with the city, they convinced the owner of the 8-mile long abandoned railroad track (Conrail) to take their offer seriously and answer their calls" (Detroit Food & Fitness).
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Type of Outcomes Strategies to Achieve Outcomes Safe Routes to School
• Walking paths and sidewalks built/ renovated.
• ADA accessible sidewalk ramps installed at key crossings.
• Wheelchair accessibility increased on bus routes • Connectivity between sidewalks and trails increased.
• Walking school bus implemented and integrated into school budget.
• Ordinances passed to ensure parking on only one side of streets.
• Funding leveraged from department of public health and other communitybased organizations to perform a walkability assessment.
• Worked on design of walkways used by school children to focus on making them safer and more attractive.
• Engaged youth in becoming school crossing guards.
• Created and expanded teams of volunteers for safe routes to schools programs.
• Performed a walkability assessment.
Students have decreased their rates of tardiness and absenteeism by 70%. The success of the Walking School Bus, however, goes beyond timely arrival at school. Time spent walking allowed staff and teachers the opportunity to interact with students from other grades outside of the school. The participation of the police department gave the students a new perspective on the police" (Holyoke Food & Fitness).
School wellness policies
• Adoption of revised school wellness policies adopted to establish physical activity; and other school-based activities.
• Job description for physical education staff revised to align with new school wellness policies related to structured and unstructured physical activity times in schools.
• Fitness centers installed and updated in schools.
• Teachers, school food service, school nurses, school administrators, nonparent community members, and parents all serve on a majority of the wellness teams.
• BOKS physical activity program piloted in schools to increase opportunities for organized and unorganized play. from their departments of transportation and other city offices to support these infrastructure changes. In one community, policies were changed on bus lines to lift restrictions on bikes during peak hours. Other critical policy changes included creating bicycle access to office buildings and opportunities to securely park bicycles close to workplaces. Several F&F partnerships created and institutionalized earn-a-bike programs in schools, which provided students with a chance to own their own bike and to acquire bike maintenance skills. In some cases, this led to job opportunities and the chance to work toward other systems and policy changes in their schools and communities related to increased opportunities for biking.
Greenways and open spaces. The creation and maintenance of greenways and open spaces in neighborhoods with inequities includes an emphasis on safety. It is not enough to have spaces for physical activity and play for children and families; efforts have involved work centered on cleaning up parks with known drug activity, installation of lighting, and monitoring of activity in these spaces. The F&F partnerships renovated community parks and open spaces, which in many cases needed new equipment and cleaning up. They leveraged federal funding and other resources to purchase equipment for both community and school parks and playgrounds. They installed fitness stations on trails and received funding from departments of transportation to connect trails to the town from neighborhoods. Changes were made within neighborhoods to redesign streets to create community play spaces and block parties. To achieve these changes partnerships were formed with statewide trail and greenway alliances that included city staff and community stakeholders. Focus groups were conducted with community members and youth to gather input about the importance of having parks and green space for their health and well-being. Streets were cleaned up and neighborhood groups and community police were enlisted to help monitor spaces and change the atmosphere to create welcoming, safe environments.
Safe Routes to School. Changes related to Safe routes to School involved building and renovating walking paths and sidewalks to increase connectivity and access between neighborhoods and schools. In many cases, the national Center for Safe routes to School provided technical assistance and other resources for the F&F partnerships to take on this work. The partnerships were instrumental in passing ordinances in their communities to create safer routes through parking restrictions and traffic calming in direct school routes. The F&F partnerships have consistently reported that walking school buses (a group of children walking to school with one or more adult) reduced rates of tardiness and absenteeism in schools. They engaged youth in becoming school crossing guards, leveraged funding from state and local agencies to perform walkability assessments, and engaged volunteers from schools and families to implement walking school buses. The walking school bus programs were aligned with national Safe routes to Schools programs. These programs address safety issues on school routes through supervision and organized routes that have low traffic with safe crossings and environments with low criminal activity when possible. In some F&F sites, funding to operate walking school buses was incorporated into the school budget to ensure continuation.
School wellness policies. School wellness policies encompass both access to healthy food and opportunities for physical activity and play. As addressed in the school food results, F&F partnerships revised and adopted new school wellness policies and created school wellness action plans through engagement of wellness teams. Within these policies, the active living/built environment changes included revised job descriptions for physical education staff to align with priorities in the wellness policies, installation and updating of fitness equipment and centers in schools, and protected times for organized and unorganized play. Within schools, the times allocated for both physical activity and lunch are critical to providing opportunities for healthy choices. The F&F partnerships created changes in the time allotted and overall structure of lunch and recess in schools to create a more supportive environment.
Overall Factors That Helped and Hindered Progress
Toward F&F Goals. F&F partnerships documented larger contextual or community factors related to their progress throughout the years. Identifying these factors allowed the partnerships to reflect on their progress and make midcourse corrections. In the community food efforts, most of the factors that facilitated the work related to creating successful collaborations with strategic partners, creation of food hubs, and early creation of sustainability through institutionalization of the work and leveraging of funding. Partners noted the genuine spirit of collaboration and the sense of community ownership and investment in the changes that they were making together. Creation of food hubs became central to the community food work, and as described above, allowed the partnerships to deepen their work around food access and support for producers. They worked deliberately to create institutionalization of their programs, and part of this process included integration of their partnership's values into the business models. Early successes in their work allowed the sites to leverage funding from new sources that had aligned goals.
Factors that hindered the community food work include balancing supply and demand, turnover in city government and other organizations, licensing costs and red tape for new and current businesses, and barriers for beginning local farmers in reaching financial sustainability. Balancing supply and demand includes tending to variables such as seasonality, hours of operation, and ability for consumers to conduct one stop shopping, along with marketing and outreach efforts. Supply and demand factors include technical challenges with refrigeration, payment systems, pricing, and managing risk for producers related to production. Another factor that impedes progress for community food change relates to turnover of staff in city government and organizations that control the licensing regulations and permits needed to create and expand businesses. This turnover causes partners to spend time reintroducing their work and creating new relationships. Another barrier exists related to the producer costs for start-up, including the costs of land, and other factors that make achieving an economically sustainable farm business a challenge such as the saturation of farmers markets and community-supported agriculture programs in some places.
Factors that facilitated the progress toward outcomes for school food change include the establishment of FoodCorps volunteers in leadership roles, creating opportunities for students to influence the changes, the creation of a learning community within school systems, and the success of community food change. FoodCorps workers provided much needed staffing and leadership that took pressure off of school staff and aligned with Farm to School efforts and coordinators. Students were able to influence peers to try new foods and provided critical feedback through tastings and menu ideas. Learning communities became an important way to bring teachers, administrators, parents, community members, food service directors, and other staff together to improve leadership skills and develop school wellness projects. Progress with local food change in the community was essential for sourcing of local foods, especially with the establishment of food hubs that allowed schools to order vegetables, fruits, dairy, and meat, all from one source. Hindering factors for school food change included changing priorities for school administrations, creating sustainability for pilot programs, pricing, and loss of champions in the work. School administrations often place a low priority on school food change, as they face pressures related to academic testing, which is often directly tied to funding. Creating sustainability for pilot projects requires expansion and allocation of resources, which in turn requires champions. When key champions are lost, those committed to the change must rebuild and convince new decision makers to sustain and expand food change efforts.
Factors that partnerships reported as important to achieving change in the active living/built environment include engaging supportive administrators and staff, obtaining new sources of funding, and aligning efforts and changes in the active living culture. When mayor's offices and school administrators had a commitment to increasing opportunities for active living, F&F partnerships found support for their work and greater opportunities for implementation of their policy and infrastructure changes. Built environment changes often require infrastructure changes that must be resourced. The F&F partnerships found it easier to obtain resources once they had detailed and feasible plans in place. Overall changes in the active living culture such as movement toward becoming a biking community created a cultural shift that increased awareness and support among residents and leaders for their work.
Factors that hindered active living/built environment changes were mostly centered on resources and mind-sets that are automobile-centric. Finding enough funding to support greenways, bike lanes, and other infrastructure improvements has been challenging. These funding issues are compounded by difficulties coordinating across government entities. For example, some urban roads are owned by a city, while others are owned by the county. The culture for active living is focused on automobiles, and the mind-set of motorists in many places is that they own the road. Safety of pedestrians and those on bicycles was a concern in this work. In some places, even if bike lanes were created, education and enforcement related to driving and parking on those bike lanes were needed to keep them safe.
Community-Determined Process of Policy and Systems
Change in the F&F Partnerships. Across all the F&F work, a particular process emerged that characterized the important steps taken to create change in local policies and systems. Figure 2 depicts this community-determined process toward change in communities, which can be viewed as iterative rather than linear. The first and most critical step is to engage core and strategic partners that are committed to creating change. The core partners must be an authentic part of the community, and a diverse set of stakeholders. This means that core partners include stakeholders that come from all segments of the community, including grassroots, community-based organizations, businesses, parents, teachers, students, and other citizens. Early missteps occurring in the F&F partnerships involved not paying close enough attention to the configuration of the partnerships and ensuring that they were using a community-determined process ("rebuilding CommunityDetermined Partnerships," pp. 55S-56S, this issue; "Working Together to Improve Community-Level Health: The Evolution of the new york City Food & Fitness Partnership," pp. 57S-62S, this issue; "Phoenix rising: The Evolution of Holyoke's Collaborative Organizing for Healthy Food resilience," pp. 63S-69S, this issue; "Transmutation and Community | Social | Systems Change in Boston," pp. 70S-77S, this issue). For policy and systems change in particular, it is critical that core partners recruit strategic partners that have influence in decision making related to the goals of the partnership. Decision makers and those who are involved in the implementation of policy and systems changes need to be a part of the work early on so they can influence how goals are set and prioritized, and the strategies that will work best to ensure success.
Second, a shared vision must be created. When partners come together from many sectors and organizations, they bring with them particular visions and priorities. An effort must be made to facilitate moving from these individual visions to a shared vision. In F&F this was one that was aimed at creating opportunities for healthy, thriving children and families in prioritized communities through equitable policies and community-determined processes. This emphasis on the larger goals of the community allowed the partners to incorporate their specific goals and activities into a larger vision and find common ground with other stakeholders.
A third critical step in the approach to policy change involved prioritization of the systems and policy change efforts. The biggest early mistake made by the partnerships in an effort to be inclusive, was the specification of too many goals and efforts. All were wellaligned with the outcomes needed. However, with a large and ambitious vision, it is critical to start smaller and expand over time. The difficult part of this journey is knowing where to start and the places that have the most opportunity for scale-up and spread. This requires assessment of the current environment and enlisting those most knowledgeable about local policy change. The F&F partners undertook extensive assessments to determine their starting points. More information and resources related to these assessments can be found in the F&F planning tools in Supplemental Appendices 5 and 6 (available in the online version of this article).
In order to create change, the partnerships found that they needed to create capacity for change within their partnerships and community. Partnership capacity building involved creating effective partnerships to promote policy change. Because the process for change was community-determined, this most often involved creating resources and opportunities for training related to leadership and advocacy. The resources developed and technical assistance provided by the WKKF in this initiative were extensive and have implications for other funders ("Food & Fitness: Lessons Learned for Funders," pp. 9S-14S, this issue). Increasing capacity within the community involved putting strong mechanisms into place early in the work and viewing community engagement on a continuum with multiple opportunities to inform public opinion and provide training. These trainings focused on overcoming power differentials and building capacity for leadership, advocacy, and decision making ("Lessons Learned From Food & Fitness About Building Successful Partnerships: Focus, Capacity, and Sustainability," pp.
115S-124S, this issue).
These capacity building efforts were seen as necessary and equally important to the efforts focused on changing local systems and policy. Communities built capacity through leadership training ("Phoenix rising: The Evolution of Holyoke's Collaborative Organizing for Healthy Food resilience," pp. 63S-69S, this issue; see also Supplemental Appendix 7, available in the online version of this article), technical assistance ("Food & Fitness: Lessons Learned for Funders," pp. 9S-14S, this issue; "using a Systems Approach to Achieve Impact and Sustain results," pp. 15S-23S, this issue), ensuring community representation on citywide initiatives and in all aspects of the work ("rebuilding Community-Determined Partnerships," pp. 55S-56S, this issue; "Working Together to Improve Community-Level Health: The Evolution of the new york City Food & Fitness Partnership," pp. 57S-62S, this issue; "Phoenix rising: The Evolution of Holyoke's Collaborative Organizing for Healthy Food resilience," pp. 63S-69S, this issue; "Transmutation and Community | Social | Systems Change in Boston," pp. 70S-77S, this issue), specifying partners needed as leaders and collaborators, and creating an infrastructure of youth advocates and peer educators ("How Food & Fitness Community Partnerships Successfully Engaged youth," pp. 34S-44S, this issue).
> > dIsCussIon
Local policy and systems changes in the F&F communities occurred through a community-determined process focused on equity and stemming from the determination of a shared vision for health and well-being that was monitored over the 9 years of their work. The partnerships operated with a flexible view of what change would look like and were committed to having the right partners on board. They allocated resources from the beginning to create skilled leadership and capacity at the individual and community levels to achieve local policy change and increase advocacy capacity.
The F&F partnerships achieved similar outcomes related to local food systems change and increased opportunities for access to good food and safe places for physical activity and play in their communities. However, each community followed their own path to change, given the context and timing of opportunities. At times their work was stalled, and they found themselves pausing to revisit their vision, reprioritize efforts, reflect on their progress, engage strategic partners, and navigate obstacles.
An emphasis on equity has been integral to this work and has required a focus on both the overall community structures and also the gap that exists between those who have resources and those who do not. At the level of children and families, all this work was undertaken with the explicit aim to improve conditions for health and well-being. Although individual behaviors and health outcomes were not measured directly as a part of the F&F cross-site evaluation, we can assert that improving the conditions of the environment in these communities provides greater opportunities to make healthier choices the easier choices at the community level.
The F&F partnerships found that it was not enough to set an intention to procure a certain percentage of local food in the schools and organizations that participated in this work. These intentions must reflect the real market and the interface of the availability of local food, including mechanisms in place for food storage, food processing, and food distribution. Local food systems change started in most of this work with an assessment or feasibility study related to the current food environment. Many of the F&F partnerships found this to be a critical step in the process, although some found hands-on exploration and development of food systems through pilot projects to be just as informative. Lessons learned from pilot programs and feasibility studies include that most grocers are committed to their warehouse distributors and are not willing to commit to replacing a large amount of products from their mainline distributors with local products. In schools it is often required to rebid the food distribution vendors every several years, making it critical to install written school district policies that create preferences for local food sources. Starting with pilot and demonstration projects allowed the F&F sites to try out their strategies and build relationships, recruit new partners, and learn from mistakes. Micromarkets that brought vegetables and fruits into neighborhoods and places where individuals were already present created the most successful changes and adding food incentives programs to increase food dollars for SnAP recipients increased the access further.
At the beginning of the F&F work, schools across the nation did not have full-service cafeterias, which meant that food was not prepared on-site, and often the food served was reheated from central processing facilities. Local food procurement in schools meant changing systems in two political arenas: communities and schools. It is critical to prepare growers to sell to institutional markets and prepare school food service buyers to identify and buy from local growers (Feenstra et al., 2017) , and the F&F partnerships worked with this understanding.
Even with successful changes in local food systems, school systems change required navigating a separate political arena. Working with the school wellness policies and engaging wellness teams, as described earlier, was one important avenue for creating change. Most of the F&F partnerships understood that they would need to pilot various programs. Those who were most successful started small, with one local lunch day per week, and built from there, using the time and talent of FoodCorps workers and Farm to School coordinators. resources were needed to implement the infrastructure changes needed to shift toward cooking from scratch.
Evaluation of school food meals and taste testing revealed the importance of placing foods on the menu that have been vetted by students. These efforts provide the necessary bridge between environment and behavior that is critical to policy change; anecdotal evidence from F&F and also the literature (Meinen, Friese, Wright, & Carrel, 2012; Wansink, Hanks, & Just, 2015) , suggests that students are more likely to consume foods that they are involved in growing and tasting. Complexities of school food include balancing local foods and healthy foods with uSDA regulations, food budgets, and competing foods (e.g., candy or soda from vending machines and snack counters).
It is worthy to note that more recently in the F&F work, partnerships began to develop readiness to expand their school food work into Farm to Early Care efforts; addressing nutrition and physical activity within early childhood settings that serve children from birth to 5 years old. These efforts involved work toward local food procurement, implementation of Farm to Preschool programs, and the implementation of existing health policies into these settings.
The results of the work related to the active living/ built environment show many successful changes in both schools and the community at large. When working in communities with inequities, the changes that are needed are not always related to the creation of new parks, greenspaces, and areas for physical activity. Although these changes are essential, safety is an important consideration. In neighborhoods where parents instruct their children to stay inside the home after school and lock the door because they are not home to watch over them, or to stay away from a certain park due to high drug activity, or to not walk through certain parts of the neighborhood due to high crime, efforts must focus also on physical activity and play that go beyond infrastructure change. Examples of these types of changes involve creating sustainability for promising programs through investments by cities and schools to provide time, place, and permanent staffing.
Policy changes related to recess in schools illustrates complexities that are inherent in much of policy and advocacy work. It seems logical to agree with the need for increased time for structured play in schools, however, there are many competing ideas for how these times are used and resourced. For example, schools are motivated by funding to increase scores on academic tests, which in turn creates tension related to taking time away from students sitting in their seats and studying. Factors such as how recess is structured and tied to lunch times, create challenges for those in decision-making roles.
Pilot and demonstration programs that do not take into consideration the next steps related to sustainability and scale-up are often lost. One of the advantages of conducting and assessing pilot and small-scale changes in a multisite initiative such as F&F is that partnerships learn particular lessons about what is needed to create change across many different contexts. The lessons learned about creating local systems and policy change are addressed in this special issue ("Lessons Learned From Food & Fitness About Building Successful Partnerships: Focus, Capacity, and Sustainability," pp. 115S-124S, this issue) and create a set of guidelines that may be useful to others at various stages of the work. For spread and scale-up, we have seen that it is important to create capacity for change and to provide technical assistance to those taking on these challenges in different settings. We have also learned that there may be limits to increasing scale at any given time and that is why it is essential to engage critical partners and decision makers in the work and to understand the current local environment.
The F&F Initiative did not set out to directly address obesity or to measure individual-level behavior change ("Food & Fitness: Lessons Learned for Funders," pp. 9S-14S, this issue). The focus of F&F has decidedly been on the social determinants of health and policy and systems change in low-resource neighborhoods to address inequities in the opportunity for health and well-being for children and families. The assumption that access to good food and places for physical activity does have an impact on individual health is supported by the literature (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2013; Institute of Medicine, 2012; Kubik, Lytle, & Story, 2005; Lachance, Patel, Quinn, Caldwell, & Clark, 2010; Lavelle, Mackay, & Pell, 2012; Story, Kaphingst, & French, 2006; Winckworth & Coren, 2013; Zenk, Mentz, Schulz, Johnson-Lawrence, & Gaines, 2017) , with caution that policies that increase accessibility of healthy food are not in and of themselves enough to influence healthy food consumption and decrease obesity rates (Zenk, Tarlov, et al., 2017) . Findings from several studies suggest that limiting children's access to low-nutrient, energy-dense foods at school and improving à la carte choices may hold promise as a tactic for reducing children's total calorie intake and controlling children's body mass index (BMI; Briefel, Crepinsek, Cabili, Wilson, & Gleason, 2009; Fox, Dodd, Wilson, & Gleason, 2009) . This is especially critical in neighborhoods with inequities (Wang, Kim, Gonzalez, MacLeod, & Winkleby, 2007) .
One of the F&F partnerships, northeast Iowa, directly measured changes in BMI in school-aged children exposed to their systems and policy outcomes in the community and school environments (Toussaint, Housholder, Janssen, Mansfield, & Lynch, 2017) . The results of their study showed a significantly slower rate of BMI growth in children exposed to more years of the initiative, and the effect was consistent for boys and girls and all schools measured, suggesting that changes to policies in communities and schools may provide effective obesity reduction in children. There is support in the literature for focusing efforts to increase health in schools, where children spend a good portion of their day, and balancing the tension between spending time on activities promoting academic achievement and those promoting physical activity (Baker et al., 2017; Diamond & Freudenberg, 2016) A critical "lesson learned" through this work relates to the process of policy change. Tracking policy change in real time allowed the F&F partnerships to measure progress over time and provided a mechanism for presenting feedback to stakeholders and performing midcourse corrections related to priorities and strategies. As mentioned earlier, the process of policy change is iterative. The F&F partnerships set out to work on a specific policy change only to learn that obstacles not previously accounted for needed their attention for them to proceed. For example, efforts to bring local foods into the schools requires specific safety considerations. Good Agricultural Practices certification was needed to verify adherence to the recommendations made in the u.S. It is worthwhile to note that policy adoption in and of itself cannot be considered a final goal. For example, while the CnA required all schools in the nation to have a wellness policy in place, no funding was provided to schools to implement the policies. It took the deliberate creation of school wellness advocacy groups to redesign, implement, and enforce these policies. The F&F partnerships realized the importance of continued advocacy and continued work to make sure that communities have the resources needed to maintain policies over time. The successful work of the F&F Initiative has highlighted the importance of creating sustainable partnerships that continue the work beyond funding periods in order to create successful change and build on their relationships and capacity to continue to provide leadership to create and maintain opportunities for health in their communities ("Defining and Measuring Sustainability in the Food & Fitness Initiative," pp. 78S-91S, this issue). The information provided here will hopefully be helpful to others as they work toward similar changes in their communities.
> > ConCLusIon
The F&F community partnerships have successfully changed local policy and increased equitable access to good food and safe places for physical activity and play in their communities and schools. Efforts over a 9-year period have demonstrated types of policies and systems changes that lead to increased opportunities for health and have also demonstrated the strategies used for creating these changes.
Local systems and policy change is a long-term process. Community-determined efforts that build capacity for systems change, commitment to long-term funding, and provision of technical assistance tailored to community needs were elements that contributed to success in the F&F work. Achieving intermediate outcomes on the road to policy and systems change created a way to monitor success and make midcourse corrections when needed.
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